
Each year, the Texas Commission on Environmental

Quality receives thousands of complaints from Texans

concerned about various environmental matters. In

these communications, the complainant relates a situation or

event in which a possible environmental, health, or regulatory

violation has occurred. Typically, complaints come to the

TCEQ’s 16 regional offices by phone, e-mail, or letter. The

agency maintains a 24-hour, toll-free hot line, which is

1-888-777-3186, for receiving such calls.

In 2001, the Legislature directed the TCEQ to conduct

an analysis of the complaints it receives each year. The

analysis is to include the following categories:

• Air

• Water

• Waste

• Priority classification

• Region

• Commission response

• Enforcement action

• Trends by complaint type

The legislation also directed the agency to assess the

impact of changes made in the commission’s complaint policy.

These requirements were contained in Article 1, Section 1.17 of

House Bill 2912, 77th Legislature, which amended Section

5.1773, Subchapter E, Chapter 5, of the Texas Water Code. In

addition, the legislation amended Section 5.178 of the Texas

Water Code to require that a summary of these analyses be

published biennially, as part of the reports required by Section

26.0134 of the Water Code.

Complaint Data Collection and Reporting
By September 2002, the TCEQ regional offices had fully

implemented the Consolidated Compliance and Enforcement

Data System (CCEDS), which became the mechanism for

collecting and reporting complaints data, as well as all data

related to the compliance of entities regulated by TCEQ rules.

Regional management then assign the complaint to an

investigator, who is responsible for investigating the com-

plaint and entering all resulting data into CCEDS. Review,

approval, and closure of complaint investigations are per-

formed by management, and all additional data are entered

into the system.

All of the data reviewed and summarized for this report

were extracted from CCEDS. The analysis reflects activity that

occurred in the TCEQ regions in fiscal year 2003 (September 1,

2002, to August 31, 2003) and fiscal year 2004 (September 1,

2003, to August 31, 2004). The data are presented in a series of

charts (Figures A-2 to A-9).

Complaints by Region
In fiscal year 2003, the TCEQ regional offices received a

total of 7,426 complaints. The total declined in fiscal year 2004

to 7,232. Figures A-2 and A-3 show the complaints received by

each of the TCEQ regional offices. These include complaints in

all priority classifications (see below), including complaints

that were received but were not eligible for investigation by

this agency.

The annual regional data show that the number of

complaints received varies generally by regional population.

For example, the Region 12 office in Houston received the

most complaints, followed by Region 4 in Dallas-Fort Worth.

Because this report contains the first complete set of

complaints data for a biennium, as recorded in CCEDS, no

conclusions can be drawn regarding trends. In future biennial

reports issued by this agency, the total complaints received

will be compared to the previous two-year period, and trends

will be evaluated.

Complaints by Media (Air, Waste, and Water)
For both fiscal years, total complaints received can be

analyzed by environmental media—on a statewide basis and by

regions. As seen in Figure A-4, the largest number of com-

plaints received statewide were those pertaining to air.

Regional data in Figures A-5 and A-6 show that the large

number of air complaints in the heavily populated Houston and

Dallas-Fort Worth areas account for most of the complaints in

this media type.

Otherwise, there is a wide variation among regions as to

which media type received more complaints.
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Complaints by Priority Classification
Complaints received by the regional offices are prioritized

in one of the following categories, based on their relative threat

to public health, safety, or the environment. Each priority level

has a prescribed response time, as follows:

Priority 0. Other specified time frame. This classifi-

cation is for special projects that are not anticipated but

occur on demand. Response time is based on manage-

ment’s evaluation of the project and workload.

Priority 1. Immediate Response. As soon as possible,

but no later than 24 hours from receipt.

Priority 2. Respond within 1 working day. As

soon as possible, but no later than 1 working day

from receipt.

Priority 3. Respond within 14 calendar days. As

soon as possible, but no later than 14 calendar days

from receipt.

Priority 4. Respond within 30 calendar days. As

soon as possible, but no later than 30 calendar days

from receipt.

Priority 5. Respond within 45 calendar days. As

soon as possible, but no later than 45 calendar days

from receipt.

Priority 6. Respond within 60 calendar days. As

soon as possible, but no later than 60 calendar days

from receipt.

Priority 7. Refer or do not respond. Complaints the

TCEQ does not routinely investigate, but that need to

be tracked. This priority level is also used for referrals to

other government entities for investigation due to

jurisdictional issues.

For this report, the distribution of complaints is shown by

priority classification statewide (Figure A-7). About 80 percent

of all complaints each year were classified as Priorities 1 to 4,

meaning they were scheduled for investigation within 30

calendar days. About 10 percent of complaints received were

classified as Priority 7 and were not investigated by this

agency—typically because they were not within the TCEQ’s

jurisdiction. In most cases, these complaints are referred to

another governmental entity.

Complaints That Trigger Enforcement Action
All complaints received by the TCEQ are investigated

according to the priority levels, as indicated above. Subsequent

action depends on the results of each investigation. For the

majority of complaints received, no specific enforcement action

is necessary to resolve the complainant’s allegation. In some

cases, however, the agency must take enforcement action in

the form of a Notice of Violation or a Notice of Enforcement.

Issuance of a Notice of Violation (NOV) indicates that

TCEQ rules have been violated, but the violation is not

considered serious enough to require an enforcement order,

and is expected to be resolved quickly within a time frame

specified by the investigating regional office.

 A Notice of Enforcement (NOE) occurs when a substantial

violation of TCEQ rules has been documented and some formal

action is required. Often, an NOE leads to the assessment of

administrative penalties.

In fiscal year 2003, the agency issued 1,287 NOVs and

203 NOEs as a result of complaint investigations; in fiscal year

2004, the totals were 1,208 NOVs and 196 NOEs (Figure A-8).

About 20 percent of all the complaints received resulted in

an NOV or an NOE. Only about 3 percent required a formal

NOE from the agency; 17 percent were handled with NOVs.

Complaints Investigated by Program Type
Another way of analyzing complaints is by the type of

investigation conducted to address each complaint—in other

words, the program type. Air complaints in CCEDS are not

usually subdivided by program type, but waste and water each

have several subcategories of programs.

Waste program types include: petroleum storage tanks,

industrial and hazardous waste, municipal solid waste, and

Stage II vapor recovery.

Water program types include: animal feeding operations,

dam safety, Edwards Aquifer, on-site sewage facility, public

water supply, sludge transporters and land application, storm

water, water rights, and wastewater.

Figure A-9 shows the number of complaint investiga-

tions that were conducted in each program type. Air

complaints represented 49.6 percent of complaints investigated

in fiscal year 2003 and 52 percent in fiscal year 2004. Waste

programs amounted to 21.3 percent in fiscal year 2003 and

21 percent in fiscal year 2004. Water programs were the basis of

29 percent in fiscal year 2003 and 27.3 percent in fiscal year 2004.

Summary
A direct comparison of this analysis to previous years’

complaints is not possible due to the 2002 changeover to the

Consolidated Compliance and Enforcement Data System. But

generally, the complaint data presented in this report are

typical of the complaints received in previous fiscal years.

Whether counting the complaints received or the com-

plaints investigated (regardless of the data system in use), the

air program usually accounts for about 50 percent of com-
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plaints; waste programs, about 20 percent; and water programs,

about 30 percent.

The agency investigates all complaints that are within its

jurisdiction and that meet the criteria for opening an investiga-

tion. The vast majority of complaints received met these

standards and were investigated (about 90 percent in fiscal year

2003 and 88 percent in fiscal year 2004).

About 80 percent of the complaints were prioritized

at Levels 1 to 4, resulting in an investigation within 30 days

or sooner.

Consistent with the agency’s goal to achieve voluntary

compliance with its rules, about 80 percent of the complaints
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Figure A-9      Complaint Investigations by Program Type, FY 2003 - FY 2004 ............................................................

received by the regional offices were resolved with no commis-

sion action.

As indicated in this analysis, about 17 percent of the

complaints received result in NOVs, which typically are

resolved based on corrective actions by the facility or individual

being regulated. About 3 percent of the complaints received

resulted in more formal enforcement action, including agreed

orders, contested case hearings, and referrals to the Texas

Attorney General for legal action.

Note: This report was prepared by the TCEQ’s Field

Operations Division.
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TCEQ REGIONAL OFFICES
Region 1 - Amarillo

806/353-9251
Region 3 - Abilene

325/698-9674
Region 2 - Lubbock

806/796-7092

Region 6 - El Paso
915/834-4949

Region 8 - San Angelo
325/655-9479

Region 7 - Midland
432/570-1359

Region 12 - Houston
713/767-3500

Region 13 - San Antonio
210/490-3096

Region 14 - Corpus Christi
361/825-3100

Region 15 - Harlingen
956/425-6010

Region 5 - Tyler
903/535-5100

Region 4 - DFW
817/588-5800

Johnson
Kaufman
Navarro
Palo Pinto
Parker
Rockwall
Somervell
Tarrant
Wise

Region 10 - Beaumont
409/898-3838

Region 9 - Waco
254/751-0335

Hemphill
Hutchinson
Lipscomb
Moore
Ochiltree
Oldham
Parmer
Potter
Randall
Roberts
Sherman
Swisher
Wheeler

Anderson
Bowie
Camp
Cherokee
Cass
Delta
Franklin
Gregg
Harrison
Henderson
Hopkins
Lamar

Collin
Cooke
Dallas
Denton
Ellis
Erath
Fannin
Grayson
Hood
Hunt

Archer
Baylor
Brown
Callahan
Clay
Coleman
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Cottle
Eastland
Fisher
Foard
Hardeman
Haskell
Jack
Jones

Kent
Knox
Mitchell
Montague
Nolan
Runnels
Scurry
Shackelford
Stephens
Stonewall
Taylor
Throckmorton
Wichita
Wilbarger
Young

Bailey
Cochran
Crosby
Dickens
Floyd
Garza
Hale
Hockley

King
Lamb
Lubbock
Lynn
Motley
Terry
Yoakum

Armstrong
Briscoe
Carson
Castro
Childress
Collingsworth
Dallam
Deaf Smith
Donley
Gray
Hall
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Hartley
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Falls
Freestone
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Hill
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Lampasas
Leon
Madison
McLennan
Milam
Mills
Robertson
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Washington
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Hardin
Houston
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Jefferson
Nacogdoches
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Orange

Polk
Sabine
San Augustine
San Jacinto
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Trinity
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Cameron
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Jim Hogg
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Starr
Willacy
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Bee
Calhoun
De Witt
Goliad
Gonzales
Jackson
Jim Wells
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Live Oak
Nueces
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Bexar
Comal
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Kerr
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Chambers
Colorado
Fort Bend
Galveston

Harris
Liberty
Matagorda
Montgomery
Walker
Waller
Wharton

Region 11 - Austin
512/339-2929

Hays
Lee
Llano
Travis
Williamson

Bastrop
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Burnet
Caldwell
Fayette

Region 16 - Laredo
956/791-6611
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Duval
Kinney
La Salle
Maverick

McMullen
Val Verde
Webb
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Zavala

Marion
Morris
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Red River
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Smith
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Van Zandt
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Figure A-1
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Complaints by Region
FY 2003
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Complaints by Region
FY 2004
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Complaints by Media Type
Statewide
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Note: Some complaints are assigned to more than one medium, and some are not assigned to any.
Therefore, totals vary from total complaints received.

29



1,400

1,350

1,300

47

19 15
27

18 24

142

278

47

11

210

250

181

54

253329

16

79

112
99

15

38

1 3

14

100

135

13

402

304

12

293

11

274

92

10

109 109

378

71

9

50

15

8

11

43

7

23

56

6

234

70

5

64

316

349

59

21

821

1,331

0

250

900

1,100

1,250

1,200

1,150

1,000

1,050

950

850

600

800

700

750

650

550

500

450

400

350

300

200

150

100

50

4321

TCEQ Regions

Nu
m

be
r o

f C
om

pl
ai

nt
s

Complaints by Region and Media Type
FY 2003

Media Type

Air Waste Water

Figure A-5

30



Complaints by Region and Media Type
FY 2004
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FY 2003

Priority
Level

Number of
Complaints
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FY 2004
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Complaints
by Priority Level

Statewide

Figure A-7
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Complaints Resulting in
NOVs and NOEs, Statewide
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